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Based on semi-structured interviews with 54 distinct actors in the UK and Canada, we identify a 
range of internal psychological orientations that are common (albeit to varying degrees) in both 
case study regions that, when taken together, provide a lens through which on-farm decisions 
relating to pro-environmental behaviours are internally analysed and subsequently 
operationalised. We label these orientations as Production, Business, Environmental, Lifestyle, 
and Farm Health. Through these orientations, we aｷﾐS a;ヴﾏWヴゲ ;ヴW ﾗaデWﾐ HWIﾗﾏｷﾐｪ け;IIｷSWﾐデ;ﾉ 
Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉｷゲデゲげ H┞ ┌ﾐSWヴデ;ﾆｷﾐｪ ﾏ;ﾐ┞ ヮヴﾗ-environmental activities for non-environmental 
reasons. Prominent examples include adopting environmentally beneficial on-farm decisions to 
support field sports (i.e. shooting), pursuing production improvements with environmental 
spin-offs (e.g. cover crops, beneficial pollinators), or seeking improvements to personal or 
family health and well-being (e.g. reduced use of chemicals). This analysis therefore highlights 
the importance of not oversimplifying farmer motivations along a dualistic profit-seeking v 
stewardship divide when it comes to understanding environmental behaviour. 
 









Farmers are a large group of private landholders with the potential to make significant 
changes to the wider environment, impacting issues ranging from water quality and biodiversity 
conservation to climate change (Foley et al., 2011). In order to influence this private land-use, it 
is essential to understand both farmers, who are ultimately responsible for the management of 
agricultural land, as well as organisational stakeholders who affect the policy environment in 
which farmers operate. Focusing specifically on the uptake of pro-environmental activities1 we 
present the findings from two sets of interviews, one undertaken with farmers (owners and 
managers) operating within the country of England in the United Kingdom (UK) or the province 
of Ontario in Canada, and another set completed with agricultural and/or environmental 
stakeholder organisations within these two jurisdictions. The intention of including the views of 
stakeholder organisations along with farmers is two-fold. First, they provide a broader view of 
the farm community, working at a higher-scale with a large number of farmers. Secondly, 
ゲデ;ﾆWｴﾗﾉSWヴ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗヮWヴ;デW ;ゲ けﾏｷSSﾉW ;Iデﾗヴゲげが Hﾗデｴ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデｷﾐｪ デｴW a;ヴﾏ Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデ┞ ｷﾐ 
policy development and influencing a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making through education, outreach and 
financial incentives (Parag & Janda, 2014). It is therefore essential to investigate the accuracy of 
their views on farmer decision-making in order to maximise the pro-environmental outcomes of 
their on-farm intervention, and minimise conflict and policy failure arising from 
ﾏｷゲヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲく 
                                                          
1   Iﾐ デｴｷゲ ヮ;ヮWヴ ┘W ┌ゲW デｴW デWヴﾏ けヮヴﾗ-Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲげ デﾗ Hヴﾗ;Sﾉ┞ ヴWaWヴ デﾗ ﾗﾐ-farm decisions and behaviour 
with environmental benefits. We did not use this term during the interviews and instead allowed participants to 
describe what they deemed to be beneficial activities for the environment, focusing on the reasons for 
undertaking activities rather than the activities themselves. 
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Our comparison of England and Ontario allows us to draw insights that may have been 
overlooked in the analysis of a single case, as well as explore the generalisability of frameworks 
across jurisdictions. England and Ontario present a useful comparison due to some important 
social, cultural, and institutional similarities, arising from a former colonial relationship and a 
large proportion ﾗa Oﾐデ;ヴｷﾗげゲ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾏｷｪヴ;デｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ Eﾐｪﾉ;ﾐSく Fﾗヴ ｷﾐゲデ;ﾐIWが ;ゲ ヴWIWﾐデﾉ┞ ;ゲ 
the 2011 National Household Survey, 39.44 per cent of Ontarians identified their ethnic origin 
as originating from the British Isles and 23.12 per cent of Ontarians specifically identified their 
ethnic origin as English (Statistics Canada [Statscan], 2014). Along the same line, both 
jurisdictions also speak English as their primary language, which supports comparative research 
by avoiding translational errors or misunderstandings. In terms of institutions, Ontario has built 
its political system and associated institutions from the English model with both jurisdictions 
evolving within a constitutional monarchy and Westminster parliamentary system.  
Through a comparison of farmers and stakeholders in both case study areas we can also 
better understand the influence of farmer support and agri-environmental schemes, as well as 
ﾗデｴWヴ IﾗﾐデW┝デ┌;ﾉ a;Iデﾗヴゲが ┘ｴｷIｴ ｷゲ ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ ゲｷｪﾐｷaｷI;ﾐデ ｪｷ┗Wﾐ ヴWIWﾐデ W┗Wﾐデゲ ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ デｴW UKげゲ 
decision to leave the European Union (EU). As the UK transitions out of the EU and develops a 
SﾗﾏWゲデｷI ;ｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ デﾗ ヴWヮﾉ;IW デｴW EUげゲ Cﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ AｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ PﾗﾉｷI┞ ふCAPぶが デｴW Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴｷWゲ 
that comprise the UK may look to other jurisdictions with comparable characteristics from 
which to draw ideas or lessons. Therefore, there is potential that England may look to 
jurisdictions such as Ontario, where a more market-oriented and productivist approach to 




Considering previous work, there is a rich literature investigating the complexity of 
a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;ｪヴｷ-environmental decision-ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ H┌ｷﾉSｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ ‘┌デｴ G;ゲゲﾗﾐげゲ W;ヴﾉ┞ ┘ﾗヴﾆ which 
highlighted the importance of different さvalue orientationゲざ ふｷﾐゲデヴ┌ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉが ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉが W┝ヮヴWゲゲｷ┗Wが 
and intrinsic) (Gasson, 1973)く L;デWヴ ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ｴ;┗W Iﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌WS デﾗ aｷﾐS デｴ;デ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ヴW 
heterogeneous with some being driven by economic motives, whereas others are driven by 
social, lifestyle, and family objectives or other more extrinsic sociocultural influences such as 
identity, and social embeddedness (Darnhofer, Schneeberger, & Freyer, 2005; Ingram et al., 
2016; Karali, Brunner, Doherty, Hersperger, & Rounsevell, 2014; Maybery, Crase, & Gullifer, 
2005; Willock, Deary, Edwards-Jones, et al., 1999; Willock, Deary, McGregor, et al., 1999). Such 
studies also emphasise the need to look beyond farm characteristics, such as the technical 
aspects of agricultural production and farm structure to also consider personal values and 
attitudes (Darnhofer et al., 2005).  
This rich set of social and psychological based research often finds that profit seeking, 
while no doubt important, is not always the priority for farmers (Howley, 2015). Looking at 
environmental behaviour, it has been reported, for instance, that farmers frequently undertake 
unsubsidised environmental activities (Mills, Gaskell, Ingram, & Chaplin, 2018). Similarly, 
contrary to what one might assume, other studies have found that environmental values are 
not always a strong predictor for agri-environmental scheme engagement (Sutherland, Toma, 
Barnes, Matthews, & Hopkins, 2016).  
WｴｷﾉW デｴWヴW ｷゲ IﾉW;ヴ IﾗﾐゲWﾐゲ┌ゲ デｴ;デ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷvations are diverse and influenced by a 
combination of attitudes, preferences, values and objectives, there is still no consensus on how 
these various intrinsic and extrinsic factors interact and ultimately influence decision-making. In 
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this study, by drawing on a comparison of farmers from two distinct jurisdictions we seek to 
better understand the ways in which farmers make agri-environmental decisions on their 
farms. Through a grounded-theory approach involving a set of detailed semi-structured 
interviews, we identify a range of internal psychological factors (values, beliefs, and attitudes) 
that are common (albeit to varying degrees) in both case study regions that, when taken 
together, provide a lens through which on-farm decisions relating to pro-environmental 
behaviour are operationalised. Importantly, we find that these influences are frequently 
unrelated to the environment and farmers are often becoming accidental environmentalists by 
undertaking many pro-environmental activities for non-environmental reasons. Prominent 
examples include adopting environmentally beneficial on-farm decisions to support field sports 
(i.e. shooting), pursuing production improvements with environmental spin-offs (e.g. cover 
crops, beneficial pollinators, conservation tillage), or seeking improvements to personal or 
family health and well-being (e.g. reduced use of chemicals). 
This analysis therefore underscores the importance of not oversimplifying farmer 
motivations when it comes to understanding environmental behaviours. Specifically, we found 
that farmers make on-farm decisions for a multiplicity of reasons and so it is important that 
farmer motivations are not narrowly classified exclusively as profit seeking or as environmental 
stewardship. Instead, we suggest that profit/production, stewardship and a variety of other 
interests exist within each individual farmer, albeit ordered differently depending on the 
personal value attached to each interest (Thompson, Reimer, & Prokopy, 2015). Together these 
interests form a frame, or lens, through which options are internally analysed and decisions 
derived (Best, 2010; Thompson et al., 2015). Each frame/lens will appear differently within each 
7 
 
farmer, depending on a variety of factors, including their personal interests, values, and 
;デデｷデ┌SWゲ ヮWヴデ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪ デﾗ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ ;ゲヮWIデゲ ﾗa デｴW a;ヴﾏき ┘ｴ;デ ┘W I;ﾉﾉ けﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ ;ﾐS ｴ;┗W 
divided into: Production, Business, Environmental, Lifestyle, and Farm Health. When evaluating 
whether or not to undertake a pro-environmental activity on the farm, all of these orientations, 
and not just specific environmental motivations, will affect the ultimate decision.  
Our findings contribute a new data-Sヴｷ┗Wﾐ aヴ;ﾏW┘ﾗヴﾆ デﾗ ;ゲゲｷゲデ ｷﾐ W┝ヮﾉ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ 
decision-making when it comes to the adoption of pro-environmental activities within their 
a;ヴﾏｷﾐｪ ﾗヮWヴ;デｷﾗﾐゲく TｴW デ┞ヮﾗﾉﾗｪ┞ ┘W ヮヴWゲWﾐデ SWヮｷIデゲ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮWヴIWptions about themselves 
and what influences their decisions rather than being based upon the decisions themselves. 
Tｴｷゲ ｷゲ ┌ゲWa┌ﾉ ｷﾐ デｴ;デ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;デデｷデ┌SWゲ ｴ;┗W HWWﾐ ゲｴﾗ┘ﾐ デﾗ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW デｴWｷヴ ;Iデ┌;ﾉ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴが ｷﾐ 
our case suggesting that attachment to various orientations will result in differing uptake of 
pro-environmental activities (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Lynne, Shonkwiler, & Rola, 1988; 
Sulemana & James Jr, 2014). 
These findings are valuable alongside previous research in farmer behaviour and decision-
ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪく WｴｷﾉW ゲデ┌SｷWゲ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗ-environmental behaviour often utilise such theories as 
the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Goodale, Yoshida, Beazley, & Sherren, 2015; Lokhorst, Staats, 
van Dijk, van Dijk, & de Snoo, 2011; Mills et al., 2017; Price & Leviston, 2014) or the Theory of 
Reasoned Action (Beedell & Rehman, 2000; Willock et al., 1999; Wilson, 1996) we have adopted 
an inductive approach with principles of Grounded Theory including the use of an iterative 
coding strategy, avoiding preconceptions by not conducting a literature review a priori, and 
allowing the framework to emerge from the data (Charmaz, 1996). While the use of pre-existing 
theories certainly has merit, we found our approach to be effective for deriving the framework 
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from the data without narrow attachment to a preconceived theory or framework as well as by 
allowing participants to freely provide their views and experiences with minimal influence from 
the researcher. The result is a novel empirically founded framework which we hope is useful 
within both academic and applied environments. Finally, this research also contributes to 
SW┗Wﾉﾗヮｷﾐｪ ; IﾗﾏヮヴWｴWﾐゲｷ┗W ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa デｴW a;Iデﾗヴゲ デｴ;デ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗ-
environmental decision-making in parallel with more socio-cultural research that look at factors 
such as social relationships / pressures, culture, family / community influence, and status / 
prestige (Burton, 2004; Burton & Paragahawewa, 2011; Saxby, Gkartzios, & Scott, 2017; Siebert, 
Toogood, & Knierim, 2006). 
Within the academic literature, this paper contributes to a rich history in researching 
a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾐS SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making, particularly with regard to the adoption of pro-
environmental decisions. Our data-driven findings and associated orientations map well onto 
previous research into the factors that influence farmer decision-making. As an inductive study 
incorporating principles of Grounded Theory we conducted our literature review ex post facto 
and have thus provided references to the literature in parallel to the findings. 
 
2.0 England and Ontario: Policy Environment 
In the country of England, agriculture is the dominant land-use occupying approximately 
Αヰ ヮWヴ IWﾐデ ﾗa Eﾐｪﾉ;ﾐSげゲ デﾗデ;ﾉ ﾉ;ﾐS ;ヴW; ふDWヮ;ヴデﾏWﾐデ aﾗヴ Eﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ FﾗﾗS わ ‘┌ヴ;ﾉ Aaa;ｷヴゲ 
[Defra], 2016). With such a large footprint, agricultural production poses both a threat and an 
opportunity to ensure sustainable land-use in the country as a whole.  
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A similar circumstance exists in southern Ontario, Canada a highly productive agricultural 
region which has been heavily altered for development and agricultural purposes and, in the 
ゲ;ﾏW ｪWﾗｪヴ;ヮｴ┞が Iﾗﾐデ;ｷﾐゲ ﾏ┌Iｴ ﾗa C;ﾐ;S;げゲ HWゲデ ;ｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ﾉ;ﾐS ;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;ゲ HWｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐW ﾗa 
さC;ﾐ;S;げゲ HｷﾗSｷ┗Wヴゲｷデ┞ ｴﾗデゲヮﾗデゲざ ふOﾉｷ┗W わ MIC┌ﾐWが ヲヰヱΑき “ﾏｷデｴが ヲヰヱヵぶく Iﾐ デｴW ゲﾗ┌デｴ┘Wゲデ ヮﾗヴデｷﾗﾐ 
of the province, where agricultural capability is highest, land conversion has been particularly 
significant such as the conversion of more than 85 per cent of wetlands in part for agricultural 
production (Nebel, Brick, Lantz, & Trenholm, 2017). 
While governments in both England and Ontario have made efforts to influence farmer 
decision-making towards environmental objectives, their approaches have been very different. 
Iﾐ Eﾐｪﾉ;ﾐSが SｷヴWIデ ヮ;┞ﾏWﾐデゲ ﾏ;ﾆW ┌ヮ ; ゲｷｪﾐｷaｷI;ﾐデ ヮﾗヴデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ｷﾐIﾗﾏWが ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデｷﾐｪ 
more than half of farm income in some years (UK Parliament, 2016). Under the current 
iteration of this direct support, termed the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS), additional 
environmentally based cross-Iﾗﾏヮﾉｷ;ﾐIW ﾗHﾉｷｪ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ｴ;┗W HWWﾐ ｷﾐデヴﾗS┌IWS ふｷくWく けGヴWWﾐｷﾐｪげぶ 
which provide a considerable financial incentive for farmers to undertake environmentally 
beneficial activities. In parallel, payments from agri-environmental schemes also play a major 
role in farm income for some farmers.  
Oﾐデ;ヴｷﾗげゲ ﾏﾗSWﾉ ﾗa ;ｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ｷゲ ﾏ┌Iｴ ﾏﾗヴW ﾏ;ヴﾆWデ-oriented where there is no 
comparable subsidy program of guaranteed payments, and instead voluntary Business Risk 
Management (BRM) programs play an important role in insuring farmers by stabilising farm 
income against market volatility and natural disasters. Similarly, agri-environmental programs 
are generally cost-shared, providing one-time payments to offset capital costs with 
environmental benefits, thereby quite unlike the English schemes, participating farmers would 
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not see an immediate financial gain from participation in the programs. A useful question to 
explore then is how have these very different approaches to supporting farmers, and 
WﾐIﾗ┌ヴ;ｪｷﾐｪ ゲデW┘;ヴSゲｴｷヮ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲが ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWS a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗ-environmental decision-making in 
either case? 
Multiple recent decisions have made this question particularly relevant. First, in June 
ヲヰヱヶ デｴW UK ┗ﾗデWS デﾗ ﾉW;┗W デｴW EU ｷﾐ ┘ｴ;デ ｴ;ゲ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ HWWﾐ デWヴﾏWS けBヴW┝ｷデげく Tｴｷゲ ヮ┌デゲ デｴW 
a┌デ┌ヴW ﾗa Eﾐｪﾉ;ﾐSげゲ ;ｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ゲIｴWﾏWゲ ｷﾐデﾗ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐ ;ゲ デｴW┞ ｴ;┗W HWWﾐ ヮヴW┗ｷﾗ┌ゲﾉ┞ 
tied to デｴW EUげゲ Cﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ AｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ PﾗﾉｷI┞ ふCAPぶく WｴｷﾉW デｴW UK ｪﾗ┗WヴﾐﾏWﾐデ ｴ;ゲ IﾗﾏﾏｷデデWS デﾗ 
uphold the current design until 2022, England will need to develop a new set of agricultural 
support policies following the transition out of the EU. What will these new policies look like? In 
the recent past, government spokespeople have indicated a preference for a more market-
oriented policy with lower financial support (Franks, 2016; Watts, Howarth, Baker, & Swales, 
2016), suggesting that ideas and lessons may be drawn from Ontario.  
As well, in the nearer term, it is important to better understand the major drivers of on-
farm decision-making when it comes to environmental practices, particularly with the end of 
the Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) scheme and introduction of the Countryside Stewardship (CS) 
ゲIｴWﾏWく TｴW aﾗヴﾏWヴ EL“ ゲIｴWﾏW ┘;ゲ SWゲｷｪﾐWS ;ゲ ; けHヴﾗ;S ;ﾐS ゲｴ;ﾉﾉﾗ┘ ゲIｴWﾏWげ ﾗヮWﾐ デﾗ ;ﾉﾉ 
farmers and relatively easy to access (Darragh & Emery, 2017). In contrast, the new CS scheme 
takes a more targeted and competitive apヮヴﾗ;Iｴが HWｷﾐｪ ヴWaWヴヴWS デﾗ ;ゲ けSWWヮ ;ﾐS ﾐ;ヴヴﾗ┘げが ┘ｷデｴ 
the result being an estimated reduction in land enrolled in agri-environmental schemes from 70 
per cent to around 35にヴヰ ヮWヴ IWﾐデ ﾗa Eﾐｪﾉ;ﾐSげゲ デﾗデ;ﾉ ;ｪヴｷI┌ﾉデ┌ヴ;ﾉ ;ヴW; ふMｷﾉﾉゲ Wデ ;ﾉくが ヲヰヱΑぶく Iデ ┘ｷﾉﾉ 
also mean that 36,100 farmers, previously enrolled in ELS, will need to decide whether to 
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maintain stewardship practices for which they no longer receive compensation (Darragh & 
Emery, 2017). The use of a targeted and competitive approach to agri-environmental schemes 
ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ デｴWゲW ｴ;ゲ ゲｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴｷデｷWゲ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW SWゲｷｪﾐ ﾗa Oﾐデ;ヴｷﾗげゲ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏゲが ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW ｴｷｪｴﾉ┞ 
competitive with actions cost-shared by farmers. 
Tｴｷゲ ヮ;ヮWヴ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSWゲ ｷﾐゲｷｪｴデゲ ｷﾐデﾗ デｴW a;Iデﾗヴゲ デｴ;デ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa 
environmentally beneficial activities, which may help to elucidate whether they will maintain 
stewardship practices in the absence of financial compensation. This has relevance in the short-
デWヴﾏ H┞ ｴWﾉヮｷﾐｪ デﾗ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾉｷﾆWﾉｷﾐWゲゲ デﾗ ﾏ;ｷﾐデ;ｷﾐ ゲデW┘;ヴSゲｴｷヮ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ヮヴW┗ｷﾗusly 
supported by ELS. Moreover, through comparison with Ontario this research provides insights 
ｷﾐデﾗ デｴW ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ﾗa aｷﾐ;ﾐIｷ;ﾉ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ﾗﾐ Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ┌ヮデ;ﾆW ﾗa Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲが 
and how this might change were a shift to a more market-oriented approach to farmer support 
to occur.  
From an Ontario perspective, this paper provides valuable insights into the factors that 
ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making, along with enablers and barriers for pro-environmental 
decisions. When compared to Europe or the United States much less has been written on 
a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ aﾗヴ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾐｪ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ｷﾐ C;ﾐ;S; ふOECDが ヲヰヱヲぶく IﾐSWWSが 
デｴWヴW ;ヴW aW┘ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ﾗa IﾗﾏヮヴWｴWﾐゲｷ┗W W┝ヮﾉﾗヴ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ 
and decision-making from Ontario or Canada more broadly. Instead, much research in Canada 
ﾗﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾐS SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making has been based on enrolment in 
existing programs, notably the Environmental Farm Plan, rather than on underlying motivations 
whether or not to adopt pro-environmental activities (Atari, Yiridoe, Smale, & Duinker, 2009; 
Goodale et al., 2015; G. M. Robinson, 2006; Smithers & Furman, 2003).  
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Previous research from Canada also tends to focus on the uptake of specific practices, 
such as conservation tillage (Knowler & Bradshaw, 2007) or water conservation (A. D. Robinson, 
Gordon, VanderZaag, Rennie, & Osborne, 2016) or landowner views on specific environmental 
impacts, such as endangered species (Henderson, Reed, & Davis, 2014; Olive & McCune, 2017) 
or adaptation to climate change (Tarnoczi & Berkes, 2009). Instead, this research looks at the 
ﾏ┌ﾉデｷデ┌SW ﾗa a;Iデﾗヴゲ デｴ;デ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ┗ﾗﾉ┌ﾐデ;ヴ┞ ┌ヮデ;ﾆW ﾗa ヮヴﾗ-environmental activities 
more generally, both inside and outside enrolment in programs, an approach that has often 
been ignored in research (van Dijk, Lokhorst, Berendse, & de Snoo, 2016). 
 
3.0 Methods 
We conducted two sets of interviews, with different groups of stakeholders, within two 
areas of analysis. First, we conducted 24 semi-structured interviews with representatives of 
agricultural and/or environmental organisations operating in England or Ontario. Interviews 
tended to last 1 to 1.5 hours each and were conducted between the autumn of 2015 and spring 
of 2016. An interview protocol was used to guide the conversation with participants on the 
デﾗヮｷI ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヴﾗﾉW ｷﾐ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ゲデW┘;ヴSゲｴｷヮ ;ﾐS ┘ｴ;デ Wﾐ;HﾉWゲが ﾗヴ ヮヴW┗Wﾐデゲが 
environmentally beneficial decisions.  
Fﾗヴ デｴW ヮ┌ヴヮﾗゲWゲ ﾗa デｴｷゲ ゲデ┌S┞ さstakeholder organisationsざ ┘WヴW デ;ﾆWﾐ デﾗ ﾏW;ﾐ formally 
organised groups with agricultural and/or environmental interests, operating within either 
jurisdiction. We intentionally kept a broad scope of stakeholder organisations and included 
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both large and small organisations, and included organisations whose activities were 
predominantly policy advocacy, public education and engagement, and/or program delivery.  
In total, 42 organisations were invited in Ontario and England with 24 organisations 
ultimately participating, 12 from each case (see Table 1 for the list of participants). Recruitment 
was concluded as a result of saturation, as well as having attained a diverse sample including 
prominent stakeholders in each region. 
Table 1: List of Participating Stakeholder Organisations 
England Ontario 
Participant Participant Code Participant Participant Code 
Linking Environment 

















Royal Society for the 








ORG-EN-P05a  ** Food & Water First ORG-ON-P05 
Anonymous Large 
Farm Business * 
ORG-EN-P05b ** 











WWF に UK ORG-EN-P07 Farm & Food Care ORG-ON-P08 
Woodland Trust ORG-EN-P08 
Ontario Federation 













Ontario Ministry of 




Allerton Project / 










* Four participants requested that their organisation name not be used in the research 
outputs. 
** Two organisations participated in the fifth interview, however their responses have been 
separated for the analysis. 
 
The second set of interviews was undertaken with farmers, including both farm owners 
and farm managers, operating within either case area. Interviews were completed over the 
period of autumn 2016 and winter 2017 with a total of 30 farmers participating in the 
interviews, including 12 from England and 18 from Ontario (see Table 2 for a listing of 
participants and the Supplemental Material for a detailed description). We intentionally sought 
a diversity of farming operations in our sample, seeking farmers representing different regions, 
farming models, scales, farm ownership, and products. This decision was partly based on a 
finding from the stakeholder organisation interviews where participants commonly emphasised 
the diversity of the agricultural sector, and correspondingly farming operations, that allowed or 
prevented some pro-environmental decisions. The pursuit of a diverse sample explains the 
larger number of participants from Ontario where more recruitment was necessary in order to 
reach an adequate diversity.2 
                                                          
2 As might be expected responses were initially skewed towards those farmers who were undertaking pro-
environmental activities and wanted to promote their efforts. Over the course of the research the sample became 




Table 2: List of Participating Farm Owners / Operators 
England Ontario 
Participant Participant Code Participant Participant Code 
Organic Vegetable 
Farmer 







Arable Farmer Farmer-EN-P03 Alternative Farmer Farmer-ON-P03 







Livestock (Sheep and 
Pig) Farmer 
Farmer-ON-P05 































Farmer-EN-P11 Hop Farmer Farmer-ON-P11 
Large Arable Farmer Farmer-EN-P12 Beef Farmer Farmer-ON-P12 
  Hop Farmer Farmer-ON-P13 
  
Mixed Organic (Dairy 
and Arable) 
Farmer-ON-P14 
  Arable Farmer Farmer-ON-P15 
  Arable Farmer Farmer-ON-P16 
  
Livestock (sheep and 
cattle) Farmer 
Farmer-ON-P17 
  Arable Farmer Farmer-ON-P18 
Note: Full details on participating farmers are available in the Supplemental Material of this 
paper 
NﾗデWぎ Iﾐ デｴｷゲ I;ゲW け;ヴ;HﾉW a;ヴﾏゲげ ;ヴW ヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デﾗ ﾗヮWヴ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW H;ゲWS ヮヴｷﾏ;ヴｷﾉ┞ ﾗヴ 




Invitations were distributed widely using multiple recruitment methods. An important 
objective for our recruitment was to avoid the use of gatekeepers, or pre-existing lists of farmer 
contacts used in previous research, in order to reach farmers who may not usually be invited to 
participate in research projects and avoid perpetuating participant fatigue.3 Invitations were 
distributed through email using publicly accessible email addresses from various directories 
(e.g. Open Farm Sunday, commodity groups, and local food listings). In England, an invitation 
was also included in the NFU newsletter and posted on the NFU website. We also made 
extensive use of social media, notably Twitter, to reach online farmer communities.  
Interviews were semi-structured following a flexible interview protocol to allow for 
participants to stray from the initial questions and introduce issues or opportunities that may 
have otherwise been missed. The advantage of this semi-structured approach was that it 
allowed the research participants to express their views and preferences with minimal 
influence from the researcher. This allowed new insights to emerge from the data that were 
not initially considered in the research design.  
While this is a common methodological approach to conducting participant-based 
research with farmers, it is important to acknowledge some limitations with the approach. For 
ｷﾐゲデ;ﾐIWが ｷデ ｷゲ SｷaaｷI┌ﾉデ デﾗ ヴWIﾗﾐIｷﾉW デｴW デWﾏヮﾗヴ;ﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making and isolate 
cause-and-effect relationships (e.g. did an incentive precede the decision or did the decision 
ヮヴWIWSW デｴW ｷﾐIWﾐデｷ┗Wぶく Tｴｷゲ ┘ｷﾉﾉ ヮﾗゲW ; Iｴ;ﾉﾉWﾐｪW aﾗヴ ;ﾐ┞ ﾏWデｴﾗS ヴWﾉ┞ｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ 
                                                          
3 We found participant fatigue to be a major problem in the English case where participants felt there was an 
excess of interview invitations and research studies seeking farmer participation. This was not the case in Ontario 
where farmers were much more willing to be involved, and were even grateful in some cases to be included in the 
research project. This serves as both a warning for research being undertaken in England and an opportunity for 
research in Ontario. 
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memories. Where time and resources allow, more longitudinal studies with a group of 
participants may provide an opportunity to overcome some of these temporal limitations. 
These limitations aside, ultimately we found that our research approach allowed for an 
effective representation of the views and preferences of actors as they chose to express them. 
In parallel the ex post facto approach to identifying explanatory concepts from the academic 
literature provided the flexibility necessary to identify the concepts best suited to explaining 
the research findings.  
During the interviews, farmers were asked questions about 1) the details of their farming 
operation; 2) the actions they have taken on their farm specifically to protect or enhance the 
natural environment and why; 3) the physical make-up of the farm and whether land was being 
intentionally left out of production, or new land brought into production, and why; 4) and 
finally farmers were asked about their involvement and experience with agri-environmental 
schemes/programs as well as government regulations/legislation. Interviews were recorded, 
┘ｷデｴ W;Iｴ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデゲげ W┝ヮﾉｷIｷデ ヮWヴﾏｷゲゲｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS デヴ;ﾐゲIヴｷHWS ┗WヴH;デｷﾏく 
In total, therefore, the study included 54 participants from both the stakeholder 
organisation and farmer interviews, however the sets of interviews were analysed separately to 
ensure distinctions between groups of actors and jurisdictions could be identified. Analysis was 
conducted using an iterative, inductive approach whereby themes were developed by 
aggregating lower order codes, using a thematic analysis process (Braun & Clarke, 2006; 
Bryman, 2016; Burnard, 1991). Using NVivo 10, transcripts were systematically and rigorously 
coded, line-by-line, in their entirety through an open-coding exercise. By collapsing codes and 
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removing repetition and redundancy, this large number of open-codes was aggregated into 
;┝ｷ;ﾉ IﾗSWゲ ;ﾐS デｴWﾐ ｷﾐデﾗ デｴWﾏWゲく WW ｴ;┗W ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲWS デｴW aｷﾐSｷﾐｪゲ ┌ﾐSWヴ デｴW デWヴﾏ けﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ 
and depicted them in Figure 1. Counts are provided in some cases to demonstrate the 
weighting of responses, however counts are used sparingly due to the heterogeneous nature of 
the sample.  
 
4.0 Results & Discussion 
4.1 Pro-environmental activities identified by farmers 
Before moving on to an examination of the major factors influencing farmers adoption, or 
otherwise, of pro-environmental behaviours we first thought it instructive to examine what 
farmers themselves identified as pro-environmental activities. The analysis here was informed 
by an open-ended question whereby we asked farmers to outline actions they had taken 
けゲヮWIｷaｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ デﾗ ヮヴﾗデWIデ ﾗヴ Wﾐｴ;ﾐIW デｴW ﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデげ ﾗﾐ デｴWｷヴ a;ヴﾏ ふゲWW デ;HﾉW A ｷﾐ デｴW 
Supplemental Material for details).  
Farmers across both cases highlighted a wide range of actions they perceived as 
enhancing the natural environment. Looking specifically at England, the most prominent 
examples given were laying hedgerows and establishing margins, buffers, and headlands. Most 
participants noted that these actions were undertaken as part of cross-compliance obligations 
or as part of an agri-environmental scheme, such as the Entry-Level Stewardship Scheme (ELS), 
whereby farmers were compensated for undertaking these activities. In Ontario, participants 
identified a wide range of pro-environmental actions, with the most commonly repeated action 
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being the adoption of organic principles and practices.4 Other prominent pro-environmental 
actions in Ontario tended to serve a dual benefit for both agriculture and the environment (e.g. 
conservation tillage, wind breaks, cover crops), which may be reflective of the limited incentive-
based support system for environmental actions and the types of activities that are promoted 
as part of the cost-shared programs. 
What was interesting to observe here was that farmers in both the England and Ontario 
samples regularly formulated their own ideas of what constituted a pro-environmental action, 
which often would not coincide with what others would consider as environmentally beneficial. 
E┝;ﾏヮﾉWゲ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SWS ヴWﾏﾗ┗ｷﾐｪ け┘WWSゲげ ;ﾐS ﾆｷﾉﾉｷﾐｪ けヮWゲデゲげが ┘ｴｷIｴ ゲﾗﾏW a;ヴﾏWヴゲ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌IデWS ;ゲ 
environmentally beneficial, whereas conservationists may construct these actions as 
environmentally harmful (Darragh & Emery, 2017; McHenry, 1998). We also found that some 
practices which may appear at first to lack an environmental basis may be rationalised by 
farmers, rightly or wrongly, for environmental purposes:  
 
さI デｴｷﾐﾆ ｷデげゲ ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデ aヴﾗﾏ ;ﾐ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ヮWヴゲヮWIデｷ┗W デｴ;デ ┘W デヴ┞ デﾗ IﾉW;ﾐ ┌ヮ the 
;ヴW;ゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW a;ヴﾏ ┘ｴWヴW デｴWヴWろゲが I I;ﾉﾉ デｴWﾏ け┘WWS ﾐ┌ヴゲWヴｷWゲげ ぐ ゲﾗ ｷa ┞ﾗ┌ろヴWが ┞ﾗ┌ ﾆﾐﾗ┘が 
cleaning up those areas where weeds are, you know, just allowed to run wild it reduces 
the amount of spraying you have to do on the farm, which is, you know, environmental 
and economical for the farm.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P18) 
                                                          
4 Tｴｷゲ ｷゲ ﾉｷﾆWﾉ┞ ; ヴWゲ┌ﾉデ ﾗa デｴW ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;ヴｷデ┞ ﾗa デｴW デWヴﾏ けﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷIげ in Ontario as most farmers who stated that they 
┌デｷﾉｷゲWS ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷI ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ ┘WヴW ﾐﾗデ IWヴデｷaｷWS ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷIが ;ﾐS ｷﾐゲデW;S ｴ;S デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷI 




In this case a seemingly non-environmental action is being conceptualised as pro-
environmental through a multi-step comparison of alternative on-farm decisions, which may in 
sum have less environmental impact. 
 
ヴくヲ F;Iデﾗヴゲ ;aaWIデｷﾐｪ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮヴﾗ-environmental activities 
Next we look at the factors that encourage, or discourage, the adoption of pro-
environmental activities amongst farmers in our sample. Through an open-coding exercise, 
interviews with farmers identified a multitude of factors which we categorised according to five 
inductively derived internal orientations representing the values, beliefs, and attitudes of 
participating farmers. These internal orientations are: Environmental, Lifestyle, Production, 
Business, and Farm Health (see Figure 1). Of note here is that all of these internal orientations, 
not just Environmental, were important (albeit to varying degrees) in both the English and 
Ontario cases when it came to understanding pro-environmental actions. We propose that 
these orientations can serve as a lens through which environmentally beneficial on-farm 
activities are assessed, and decisions made, depending on their assigned value / weighting 
within each individual farmer.  
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Fｷｪ┌ヴW ヱぎ F;Iデﾗヴゲ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIｷﾐｪ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮヴﾗ-environmental activities
 
In this section we also incorporate the results of the stakeholder organisation interviews. 
During the interviews, stakeholder organisations were asked what they thought were the main 
reasons that farmers may, or may not, undertake environmentally beneficial actions on their 
farm (see tables B & C in the Supplemental Material for details). Overall, we found that when 
compared to the Ontario case, the English participants had a much more uniform, and generally 
positive, view of farmer motivations when it came to environmental behaviours.  
While it is important to understand the views of stakeholder organisations, it is also 
important to note that stakeholder organisations are not impartial. Indeed, we often observed 
デｴ;デ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾗHﾃWIデｷ┗Wゲ ┘WヴW aヴ;ﾏｷﾐｪ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデげゲ ┗ｷW┘ゲ ﾗﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ ふWくｪく 
encouraging or discouraging more regulation or on-farm intervention). It was also somewhat 
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evident that stakeholder organisations in England were more politically savvy and more 
strategic, prepared, and comfortable in conversations of farmers and their motivations. It was 
clear that this was not the case in Ontario where participants were less practiced, and 
sometimes less comfortable speaking on farmer motivations, and seemingly less politically 
minded in their responses.  
 
4.2.1 Environmental Orientation 
Perhaps unsurprisingly the most prominent orientation amongst both sets of participants, 
when it came to understanding pro-environmental behaviours, was an Environmental 
Orientation where farmers adopted pro-environmental activities for seemingly altruistic 
ヴW;ゲﾗﾐゲく “ヮWIｷaｷI;ﾉﾉ┞が ﾏ;ﾐ┞ a;ヴﾏWヴゲ ヴWヮﾗヴデWS デｴ;デ デｴW┞ ┌ﾐSWヴデﾗﾗﾆ ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲ ゲｷﾏヮﾉ┞ HWI;┌ゲW ｷデ けaWﾉデ 
ｪﾗﾗSげ ﾗヴ ┘;ゲ けデｴW ヴｷｪｴデ デｴｷﾐｪ デﾗ Sﾗげく  Fﾗヴ W┝;ﾏヮﾉWが ﾗﾐW ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデ ゲデ;デWゲ さI just liked that idea, 
you know, it felt comfortable with me to be organicざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-EN-P11) and similarly another 
ゲデ;デWゲ さWell I'm just doing my part because I was brought up that wayざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P01).  
 Farmers reported undertaking pro-environmental activities for their own interests, 
HWI;┌ゲW デｴW┞ I;ヴW ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ ;ﾐS Wﾐﾃﾗ┞ さnature and the splendour of diversityざ 




さWe've seen more and more birds and insects coming in since we started being totally 
ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷI ;ﾐS デｴW Iﾗﾉﾗ┌ヴ ﾗa HｷヴSゲ デｴ;デ IﾗﾏW デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ｷゲ ｷﾐIヴWSｷHﾉWぐ ┘W ﾃ┌ゲデ ;ヴW W┝IｷデWS 
about what we have and the little paradise that we're sitting on here.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P06) 
 
 Importantly, farmers often reported knowingly sacrificing production and/or profits in 
exchange for environmental benefits. This reflects an internal ranking of Environmental 
Orientation above other orientations, at least for some specific on-farm decisions: 
 
さNobody has ever come onto my property and said you cannot cut your hay, no. But I am 
aware and if I see bobolinks [grassland bird] I try to avoid cutting that hay until after the 
young have fledged. But that means I end up with poorer quality hay and I've taken the 
hit in my pocket.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P10) 
 
This theme of engaging in pro-environmental actions without any financial reward held 
particular importance for farmers in Ontario where financial compensation for pro-
Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ┘;ゲ ┗Wヴ┞ ﾉｷﾏｷデWSぎ さI デヴ┞ ﾐﾗデ デﾗ ゲﾗ┌ﾐS ﾐWｪ;デｷ┗W H┌デ ｷデげゲ been a tough haul 
for us trying to make any money doing this [but] I'm committed to what we're doingざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-
ON-P07). 
 The idea that farmers engage in many environmental enhancing behaviours due to 
altruistic reasons was also emphasised amongst the stakeholder organisations in both England 
and Ontario. Indeed, amongst stakeholder organisations in both cases, altruism was felt to be 
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the most common motivation for farmers to undertake pro-environmental activities as 
opposed to purely seeking profit maximisation. As succinctly put by one representative from 
the Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association (OSCIA):  
 
さThere's a lot of extremely proud people out there, proud of the fact they not only run a 
ゲ┌IIWゲゲa┌ﾉ a;ﾏｷﾉ┞ a;ヴﾏ デｴ;デげゲ ヮヴﾗaｷデ;HﾉW ;ﾐS ヮﾗｷゲWS デﾗ ;Sﾗヮデ ﾐW┘ ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲが デｴ;デげゲ ｪﾗｷﾐｪ 
to offer stability for their family business into the future, they also take equal pride in 
having wildlife around.ざ ふO‘G-ON-P06-OSCIA) 
 
This view of farmers as highly environmentally oriented was emphasised not only by 
agricultural organisations but also environmental organisations: 
 
さI ﾆﾐﾗ┘ ゲﾗﾏW a;ヴﾏWヴゲ ;ヴW ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デWS ﾃ┌ゲデ けI;┌ゲW デｴW a;Iデ ｷデげゲ ┘ｴ;デ デｴW┞ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ Sﾗが デｴW┞ 
デｴｷﾐﾆ ｷデげゲ デｴWｷヴ ヴﾗﾉWく Iろ┗W HWWﾐ ﾗﾐ a;ヴﾏゲ ┘ｴWヴW デｴ;デろゲ ｷデ デｴW┞ろヴW ゲﾗ ヮ;ゲゲｷﾗﾐ;デW ;Hﾗ┌デ ｷデが ｷデげゲ 
what they want to do they get no other gain out of it, they want to see as many birds or 
デｴW┞ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ ゲWWが ┞ﾗ┌ ﾆﾐﾗ┘が デｴW┞ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ ゲWW ;ﾐｷﾏ;ﾉゲ デｴW┞ ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ ｴ;┗W ┘ｷﾉSaﾉﾗ┘Wヴゲが ｷデげゲ 
what they care about.ざ ふO‘G-EN-P07-WWF-UK) 
 
Organisational participants also described ┘ｴ;デ デｴW┞ aWﾉデ ┘;ゲ デｴW aｷﾐ;ﾐIｷ;ﾉ けｷヴヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷデ┞げ ﾗa 
a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making when undertaking some common pro-Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲぎ さｷデげゲ 
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not purely about money, clearly, because many farmers are undertaking activities that are 
possibly detrimental to their business operations. They're not making as much money but they 
do it anyway for whatever motivationざ ふO‘G-ON-P03-Greenbelt Foundation).  
Moreover, organisational participants, in both cases, expressed a view that enrolment in 
agri-environmental schemes/programs was driven equally, if not more, by environmental 
┗;ﾉ┌Wゲ デｴ;ﾐ aｷﾐ;ﾐIｷ;ﾉ ヴW┘;ヴSぎ さthere's never enough money to straight pay for them, so all of the 
farmers that are partaking in those programs have a strong environmental ethicざ ふO‘G-ON-P08-
Farﾏ わ FﾗﾗS C;ヴWぶく A ゲｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴ ゲWﾐデｷﾏWﾐデ ┘;ゲ ﾗaaWヴWS H┞ ;ﾐ Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデぎ さthe money side 
is important, of course it is, but you know, if it was down to money [farmers] wouldn't be doing 
デｴｷゲく ぐ Iデげゲ Sﾗｷﾐｪ デｴW ヴｷｪｴデ デｴｷﾐｪざ ふO‘G-EN-P05b-Anon). 
Previous resW;ヴIｴ aヴWケ┌Wﾐデﾉ┞ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲWゲ デｴW ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐIW ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ 
attitudes, associated with their environmental orientation, in influencing pro-environmental 
decision-making (Best, 2010; Sulemana & James Jr, 2014; Wilson, 1996). However, it should be 
acknowledged that the level of altruism inherent in environmental or conservationist 
orientations is debated, with some authors arguing that a purely selfless steward does not exist 
and environmental actions are still undertaken to gain utility and advance a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ゲWﾉa-interest 
(Chouinard, Paterson, Wandschneider, & Ohler, 2008; McHenry, 1998). Similar to our own 
findings, previous research has found that environmental attitudes alone do not directly result 
in the adoption of pro-environmental activities, instead acting as one factor influencing farmer 




4.2.2 Lifestyle Orientation  
Another prevalent orientation across both cases is what we refer to as a Lifestyle 
Orientation, which was important for almost all participating farmers. By Lifestyle Orientation 
┘W ;ヴW ヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デﾗ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮ┌ヴゲ┌ｷデ ﾗa ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾉｷaWゲデ┞ﾉW HWﾐWaｷデゲ aヴﾗﾏ ﾗﾐ-farm decisions such 
as recreation, health, and personal enjoyment from farm work.  
Focusing first on the English case, an example of this Lifestyle Orientation in operation 
was the use of natural features, and areas set-aside from production, for the purpose of field 
sports. This was a very prominent finding amongst both farmer and stakeholder organisation 
participants: 
 
さWe do little things for our own shoot and that, which is for our benefit, for our pleasure 
if you like, if I can use that word, because I'd rather eat a pheasant that's lived in a wood 
than eat the chicken that's lived in a shed all its life.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-EN-P02) 
 
Engaging in shooting as a recreational activity can encourage pro-environmental activities 
amongst English farmers for a completely non-environmental reason (Macdonald & Johnson, 
2000; Oldfield, Smith, Harrop, & Leader-Williams, 2003). For example, in order to ensure 
habitat for game birds, farmers will often voluntarily protect or expand natural areas on their 
farm without an expectation of compensation.  
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In Ontario, participants described the influence of age and physical ability on their 
farming decisions which had unintended Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ヴWヮWヴI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐゲぎ さthere are certain areas 
where I would ramp up production if I were youngerざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P08). Some farmers reported 
decreasing the intensity of their operation, leaving viable land out of production, or allowing 
land to regenerate not necessarily for environmental reasons but due to limited time, interest, 
or ability. Some farmers in Ontario were also influenced by nostalgia and an attachment to past 
ﾏWﾏﾗヴｷWゲ ﾗa Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ aW;デ┌ヴWゲぎ さAﾐS I デｴｷﾐﾆ ｷデげゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ HWI;┌se growing up here we used to 
play in the woodsざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P08).  
 Another important lifestyle related factor, across both samples, with an influence on 
pro-Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴゲ ┘;ゲ ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ IﾗﾐIWヴﾐゲ ゲ┌ヴヴﾗ┌ﾐSｷﾐｪ デｴW a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾗヴ 
family health, which often had the effect of encouraging farmers to adopt seemingly highly 
environmentally oriented practices for non-environmental reasons. In our study the most 
notable example was the adoption of organic practices, more specifically eliminating the use of 
chemical inputs, which was explicitly raised by multiple participants in Ontario: 
 
さBefore I became organic when I was applying pesticides and I used to get very sick, I'd 
get terrible headaches and nausea and even though I would wear all the appropriate 
garb and I would have a mask and everything on and between myself and my wife we 
ﾃ┌ゲデ ゲ;ｷS け┘ｴ;デ デｴW ｴWﾉﾉ ;ヴW ┞ﾗ┌ Sﾗｷﾐｪ デｴｷゲ aﾗヴいげ “ﾗ I ﾃ┌ゲデ ケ┌ｷデ ;ﾐS ;ゲ ゲﾗﾗﾐ ;ゲ I ┘;ゲ ;HﾉW I 




 Coinciding with our findings, previous research has found that lifestyle benefits, or 
pursuit of quality of life, is an important influence on farmers decision-making (Howley, 2015) 
including in their decisions to adopt pro-environmental activities (Duesberg, Upton, O'Connor, 
& Dhubháin, 2014; Greiner & Gregg, 2011; Willock et al., 1999).  While research has made the 
IﾗﾐﾐWIデｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐ デｴW UK HWデ┘WWﾐ aｷWﾉS ゲヮﾗヴデゲ ;ﾐS a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾏ;ｷﾐデWﾐ;ﾐIW ﾗa Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ aW;デ┌ヴWゲ 
(Macdonald & Johnson, 2000; Oldfield et al., 2003) our findings contribute to expanding the 
connection between other lifestyle benefits and the adoption of pro-environmental activities. 
 
4.2.3 Production Orientation 
By Production Orientation ┘W ;ヴW ヴWaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デﾗ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ Waaﾗヴデゲ デﾗ ｷﾐIヴW;ゲW ┞ｷWﾉSが 
productivity, and efficiency on the farm as well as extracting other tangible products like 
aｷヴW┘ﾗﾗS ﾗヴ ﾏ;ヮﾉW ゲ┞ヴ┌ヮく F;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ｷﾐｴWヴWﾐデ ;デデ;IｴﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ヮ┌ヴゲ┌ｷﾐｪ ヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐIヴW;ゲWゲが 
including using production indicators as their primary measure of success, has been previously 
found to be an important influence on their decision-making. For instance, prominent authors 
ゲ┌Iｴ ;ゲ B┌ヴデﾗﾐ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲW デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮWヴゲﾗﾐ;ﾉ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞ ｷﾐ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIｷﾐｪ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making, 
particularly around decisions in-ﾆWWヮｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴ ; けｪﾗﾗS a;ヴﾏWヴげ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞ aﾗ┌ﾐSWS ｷﾐ productivism 
(Burton, 2004; McGuire, Morton, & Cast, 2013). This attachment to production continues to 
prevail amongst farmers, even in post-productivist contexts such as in Western Europe (Burton 
& Wilson, 2006). Similar to our work, previous research has also found that productivist 
attitudes are an important influence on farmer decision-making and are distinct from financial 
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motivations as farmers may pursue production maximisation even when financially irrational to 
do so (Howley, Buckley, O Donoghue, & Ryan, 2015; Howley, 2015).  
Focusing on pro-environmental activities we found that the Production Orientation 
deterred the adoption of environmentally beneficial decisions for some participants, across 
both cases, as they resulted in production losses. For instance, the following participant 
discussed the drawbacks to production from enrolling land in an agri-environmental scheme: 
 
さCertainly getting rid of them [grass margins] is a nightmare because once they've been 
there for ten years of course the tree roots and the hedge roots have all moved out into 
the field. You've also got all of the weed problems that have arisen from them. And it has 
sort of taken us probably two cropping years to get them back into the sort of field 
condition that they were in before.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-EN-P03) 
 
This was reinforced by stakeholder organisation representatives and particularly from those in 
デｴW Oﾐデ;ヴｷﾗ I;ゲWぎ さIf we want to grow big corn and big grain, we don't need those insects to 
pollinate those crops and frankly biodiversity's another name for a critter or pest that's going to 
eat our cropざ ふO‘G-ON-P08-Farm & Food Care). 
“ｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴﾉ┞が ;ﾐ ;デデ;IｴﾏWﾐデ デﾗ ; IWヴデ;ｷﾐ ┗ｷW┘ ﾗa デｴW けa;ヴﾏWヴ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞げ ┘;ゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ┘ｷデｴ 




さWhen you tell a farmer that he can't be out there in the field driving his tractor, that's 
ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa デｴW デｴｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ ｴW ﾉﾗ┗Wゲ デｴW ﾏﾗゲデ ;Hﾗ┌デ ｴｷゲ ﾃﾗHが OKい Iデげゲ ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa ｴｷゲ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞ デﾗS;┞が 
just like an old ploughman liked to walk behind his nice team of horses that he took 
ｪヴW;デ ヮヴｷSW ｷﾐぐｷデげゲ ﾐﾗ SｷaaWヴWﾐデ デｴ;ﾐ デﾗS;┞ デｴ;ﾐ Sヴｷ┗ｷﾐげ ; ｪヴW;デ Hｷｪ ゲｴｷﾐ┞ ヮｷWIW ﾗa ﾆｷデ Sﾗ┘ﾐ 
the field.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P16) 
 
For these farmers, attachment to productivist practices were essential for maintaining their 
ﾗ┘ﾐ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ┘ｴ;デ ｷデ ﾏW;ﾐゲ デﾗ HW ; けｪﾗﾗS a;ヴﾏWヴげ ふB┌ヴデﾗﾐが ヲヰヰヴぶく Aﾏﾗﾐｪゲデ デｴWゲW 
a;ヴﾏWヴゲが デｴWｷヴ IﾗﾐIWヮデ┌;ﾉｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ┘ｴ;デ ｷゲが ;ﾐS ｷゲ ﾐﾗデが ヮ;ヴデ ﾗa デｴW けa;ヴﾏWヴ ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞げ ヮﾗゲWS ;ﾐ 
obstacle to adoption of pro-environmental activities as to do so was not in-keeping with their 
productivist mind-set. However, this was much less prevalent amongst new farmers, or farmers 
who did not identify as multi-generational farmers, potentially providing an inlet for change 
within this group. 
While, as one would expect, a conflict between production and pro-environmental 
behaviours was common, it was not always the case. What was interesting to observe was that 
within both cases, many farmers also made a positive connection between pro-environmental 
activities and increases in yield or volume of production, such as by reducing erosion or 
encouraging beneficial pollinators. Indeed some participants noted that environmental benefits 




さIデげゲ ┌ﾐｷﾐデWﾐSWS HWI;┌ゲW I SｷSﾐろデ ゲWデ ﾗ┌デ デﾗ ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSW デｴｷゲ ｴ;Hｷデ;デが OKい M┞ ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ ┘;ゲ 
for soil building, I wanna release nutrients into the soil, I want to, you know, make - 
produce copious amounts of nitrogen fertiliser vis a vis legumes, right? And so by doing 
デｴｷゲが デｴ;デ ┘;ゲ ┘ｴ;デ ﾏ┞ ｪﾗ;ﾉ ┘;ゲ ぐ ゲﾗ I SｷSﾐろデ ゲWデ ﾗ┌デ デﾗが ┞ﾗ┌ ﾆﾐﾗ┘が ヮヴﾗ┗ｷSW ｴ;Hｷデ;デ aﾗヴ 
birds. I didn't set out to provide a habitat for pollinators.ざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P16) 
 
Stakeholder organisations also commonly identified seeking production benefits as a driver of 
pro-environmental activities: 
さI mean from a practical point of view, for example, if you're farming large fields you 
ｴ;┗W デﾗ ぐ ﾉﾗﾗﾆ ;aデWヴ Wヴﾗゲｷﾗﾐ ヴｷｪｴデい OデｴWヴ┘ｷゲW ｷデ ┘ｷﾉﾉ HW ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ aﾗヴ ┞ﾗ┌く “ﾗが ヮ┌デデｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ 
field windbreaks aﾐS ｪヴ;ゲゲ ┘;デWヴ┘;┞ゲ ;ﾐS ゲWSｷﾏWﾐデ Iﾗﾐデヴﾗﾉ ぐ デｴ;デ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW ; ﾉﾗｪｷI;ﾉ 
thing to do from an economic development point of view.ざ ふO‘G-ON-P11-OMAFRA) 
This view was common in both cases but particularly emphasised by Ontario participants which 
perhaps reflects a distinction in the agricultural paradigm between these two cases, as Ontario 
is more closely aligned to productivism whereas England leans more towards a post-
productivist (multifunctional) mind-set (Marr, Howley, & Burns, 2016). Moreover, this notion 
that environmental enhancing activities can have spin-off benefits when it comes to agricultural 
production is reflected in the design of agri-environmental programs in Ontario, which are not 
ｷﾐデWﾐSWS デﾗ ゲｴｷaデ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲ ﾗﾐ ヮヴﾗS┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ふAデ;ヴｷ Wデ ;ﾉくが ヲヰヰΓ). Under these programs, 
farmers put forward a considerable portion of the cost of the activity, typically more than 50 
per cent, the idea being that farmers will absorb the lost revenue or make up the shortfall 
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through production improvements (Ontario Soil and Crop Improvement Association [OSCIA], 
2016).  
 
4.2.4 Business Orientation 
A similar, but distinct orientation to the Production Orientation identified in this research 
is what we refer to as a Business Orientation. Authors such as Sulemana and James Jr (2014) 
;ﾐS Tｴﾗﾏヮゲﾗﾐ Wデ ;ﾉく ふヲヰヱヵぶ ;ﾉゲﾗ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲW デｴW ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ﾗa ; けH┌ゲｷﾐWゲゲ ﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐげ ｷﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ 
adoption of environmentally beneficial practices, where some farmers identify themselves 
primarily as businesspeople and focus on economic and financial concerns. This has included 
デｴW ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉﾉ┞ HWﾐWaｷIｷ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ふWくｪく ゲﾗｷﾉ Wヴﾗゲｷﾗﾐ ヮヴW┗Wﾐデｷﾗﾐぶ さbelieving 
デｴWﾏ デﾗ HW けヮヴﾗaｷデ;HﾉW H┌ゲｷﾐWゲゲ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲげざ ふF;ヴﾏ;ヴ-Bowers & Lane, 2009, p. 1139). 
Within our framework, the Business Orientation manifests as farmers choosing whether 
to adopt pro-environmental activities based on seeking financial benefits to the farm business, 
either by ensuring regulatory compliance or maximising profitability of the operation. We make 
a distinction between the Production Orientation described above and this Business 
Orientation as we noted that many farmers maintained a productivist mind-set irrespective of 
financial returns; as in farmers undertook certain practices aimed at increasing production even 
if it was financially optimal to engage in other activities. However, in contrast we found that 
other farmers were adopting environmentally beneficial decisions that may reduce production, 
but increase on-farm profitability, such as enrolment in agri-environmental schemes or 
pursuing value-added agriculture (e.g. organic certification). 
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Distinguishing factors of the Business Orientation include pursuing compliance obligations 
for agri-environmental schemes, subsidy cross-compliance, regulatory compliance, as well as 
seeking to diversify the farm business or leverage marketing opportunities. We found, for 
example, that most farmers in the English case were undertaking pro-environmental activities 
in exchange for financial benefits through subsidy cross-compliance and/or agri-environmental 
schemes: 
さIデげゲ ;ﾉﾏﾗゲデ ; H┌ゲｷﾐWゲゲ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ ぐ ｷa I ｪヴﾗ┘ ;ﾐ ;ヴ;HﾉW Iヴﾗヮ I I;ﾐ ﾏ;ﾆW X ヮﾗ┌ﾐSゲ ;デ 
this acre and if I go into some scheme I can make Y pounds and you know which is the 
better? Is almost the approach that we take.ざ ふF;rmer-EN-P12) 
 
Farmers in England also commonly stated that their rationale for pro-environmental activities 
was due to regulatory demands. Similarly, stakeholder organisations in England  frequently 
noted the importance of agri-environmental schemes, regulations, and cross-compliance 
ﾗHﾉｷｪ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ┘ｴWﾐ ｷデ IﾗﾏWゲ デﾗ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWゲ ﾗﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗ-environmental 
behaviours. However, stakeholder organisation representatives seemed to have downplayed 
the importance of schemes and regulation / cross-compliance in explaining pro-environmental 
decision-making, when compared with farmers who placed much more emphasis on this factor. 
This difference in interpretations between farmers and stakeholder representatives in England 




In contrast, in Ontario there was much less mention from farmers or stakeholder 
organisations of financial benefits arising from agri-environmental programs, or necessity from 
cross-compliance obligations, and much less discussion of regulatory compliance thereby 
reflecting the different policy environment that they operate within. Instead, farmers in Ontario 
were much more likely to discuss undertaking pro-environmental activities, such as crop 
diversification and water management, in order to spread or reduce risk and diversify the farm 
business. Farmers and stakeholder organisations also discussed tax benefits arising from some 
pro-environmental decisions, such as maintaining woodland, and marketing opportunities 
;ヴｷゲｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ ゲ┌Iｴ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐゲ ;ゲ ﾗHデ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷI IWヴデｷaｷI;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗヴ I;ヮｷデ;ﾉｷゲｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ デｴW さwhole 
gluten free crazeざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P15).  
Within both cases, farmers mentioned cost-savings from some environmentally beneficial 
activities, such as reducing or using precision application of inputs:  
さAゲ ; a;ヴﾏWヴ ﾏ┞ ﾗHﾃWIデｷ┗W ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ デﾗ ┘;ゲデW ;ﾐ┞ ｷﾐヮ┌デゲぐｷa ┞ﾗ┌ろヴW ヮﾗ┌ヴｷﾐｪ IｴWﾏｷI;ﾉゲ ﾗﾐデﾗ 
the ground and half of it is getting off into the environment and killing things that you 
don't want, that Sﾗﾐげデ ﾐWWS デﾗ HW ﾆｷﾉﾉWSが デｴWﾐ デｴ;デ ｷゲ ﾃ┌ゲデ ┘;ゲデWa┌ﾉくざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-EN-P09) 
 
On the other hand, we found that for some decisions the Business Orientation posed a 
deterrent to pro-environmental activities. For instance, one conventional farmer from Ontario 
emphasised that investments in equipment and machinery lock farmers into certain practices, 




さWe're invested in a certain direction right? We've really specified what it is that we do, 
so now I'm going to have to go in a totally different direction, so that lends myself to, 
well, what to do I do with these already existing assets that I haveいざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-ON-P16) 
 
4.2.5 Farm Health Orientation 
By the Farm Health Orientation we refer to factors that benefit the farm itself, rather than 
necessarily the farmer, at least in the short-term. Here the farm is an entity into itself and 
decisions are influenced by interest in maintaining the farm aesthetic, the overall farm health, 
as well as an interest and/or obligation to maintain the sustainability of the farm for future 
generations.  
 Specifically, we found intergenerational interest and obligation to be an important 
a;Iデﾗヴ ｷﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making across both samples, and particularly amongst farmers who 
inherited their farm: 
 
さAnd as a fifth generation farmer I'm hopin' that there's gonna be a sixth generation 
farmer one day, we're trying to work hard so that, that opportunity is not eroded by my 
practices. OK? We want this asset that we hand off to our next generation, and that's 
our whole focus, our whole farm focus is that we want our farms that we manage here 
to be in better condition for future generations, regardless if they're our kids or they're 




Within the stakeholder organisation interviews, these farm legacy and intergenerational 
concerns were also frequently reported, particularly amongst the English stakeholders, such as 
ﾗﾐW ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデ ┘ｴﾗ ゲデ;デWゲぎ さit may well be a family farm, you know been in the family for 
generations, so they want to look after it and leave it in good stead for the kids and so onざ 
(ORG-EN-P06-FWAG).  
Farmers across both samples, but especially in Ontario, were concerned about soil health 
and soil degradation and the long-term sustainability of the farm. In Ontario, most farmers 
emphasised that they were taking specific pro-environmental activities that also reduced 
erosion and/or improved soil health, such as establishing windbreaks, riparian buffers, 
incorporating cover crops and adopting conservation tillage.  
Fｷﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞が ヮWヴIWヮデｷﾗﾐゲ ヴWｪ;ヴSｷﾐｪ a;ヴﾏ ;WゲデｴWデｷIゲ ;ﾉゲﾗ ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIWS a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;Sﾗヮデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ヮヴﾗ-
enviヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲ ｷﾐ Hﾗデｴ I;ゲWゲぎ さA lot of the stuff that got gapped up was actually main 
ヴﾗ;SゲｷSW ｴWSｪWヴﾗ┘ゲ ;ﾐS デｴ;デ ﾃ┌ゲデが ┞ﾗ┌ ﾆﾐﾗ┘が ﾏ;ｷﾐデ;ｷﾐゲ ﾗ┌ヴ ;ヮヮW;ヴ;ﾐIW ヴW;ﾉﾉ┞ぐIろﾏ ┗Wヴ┞ aﾗﾐS ﾗa 
my hedgerowsざ ふF;ヴﾏWヴ-EN-P05).  
Similar to farm legacy and intergenerational concerns, farm aesthetics was also expected 
デﾗ HW ; Sヴｷ┗Wヴ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴﾗ-environmental activities by stakeholder organisations, and 
ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴﾉ┞ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ デｴW Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ I;ゲWく Fﾗヴ ｷﾐゲデ;ﾐIW ﾗﾐW ヮ;ヴデｷIｷヮ;ﾐデ ゲデ;デWゲぎ さfarmers are interested 
in their farm looking pleasing to the eyeざ ふO‘G-EN-P11-Allerton Project / GWCT) and another 
┘ｴﾗ ゲデ;デWゲ さThey're doing it because they love it and they wander around their farm and they 
want to see nice thingsざ ふO‘G-EN-P10-PlantLife). 
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It is interesting to observe that while this interest in improving or maintaining farm 
aesthetics typically encouraged farmers to undertake pro-environmental activities, it also 
ゲWヴ┗WS ;ゲ ; SWデWヴヴWﾐデ aﾗヴ ゲﾗﾏW a;ヴﾏWヴゲ ヮ┌ヴゲ┌ｷﾐｪ ; けデｷS┞げ ﾉ;ﾐSゲI;ヮW ふB┌ヴデﾗﾐが ヲヰヱヲぶぎ 
 
さI SｷSﾐろデ ヮ┌ゲｴ ﾗﾐデﾗ デｴW ゲIｴWﾏWゲ because - well you know to get onto it we're going to 
have to cut the hedges, is it two years in five years or something like that, and I didn't 
want great big thorns around stuck all over the place and I like to see what stock I've got 
in the field, not bW ヮWWヴｷﾐｪ ﾗ┗Wヴ ;ﾐ ﾗ┗Wヴｪヴﾗ┘ﾐ ｴWSｪWが ;ﾐS ﾆWWヮ デｴｷﾐｪゲ ; Hｷデ デｷS┞くざ 
(Farmer-EN-P06) 
 
Our findings relating to the importance placed by farmers on protecting the farm for its 
ﾗ┘ﾐ ゲ;ﾆWが ヴ;デｴWヴ デｴ;ﾐ W┝Iﾉ┌ゲｷ┗Wﾉ┞ aﾗヴ デｴW ゲ;ﾆW ﾗa デｴW a;ヴﾏWヴげゲ ゲｴﾗヴデ-term utility of the farm, has 
also been identified as a factor influencing farmer decision-making in the literature. The 
ﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SWS ｷﾐ ﾗ┌ヴ aヴ;ﾏW┘ﾗヴﾆ ｴ;ゲ ゲｷﾏｷﾉ;ヴｷデｷWゲ デﾗ ┘ｴ;デ B┌ヴデﾗﾐ ヴWaWヴゲ デﾗ ;ゲ デｴW けa;ヴﾏ 
ｷSWﾐデｷデ┞げ ┘ｴWヴW デｴW a;ヴﾏ ｷゲ ;ﾐデｴヴﾗヮﾗﾏﾗヴヮｴｷゲWS ;ﾐS デ;ﾆWゲ ﾗﾐ an identity of its own beyond a 
single generation (Burton, 2004). Building-on from this, the importance of maintaining the 
sustainability of the farming operation for future generations has also been identified as an 
ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ﾗﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making, including encouraging pro-environmental decisions 
(Farmar-Bﾗ┘Wヴゲ わ L;ﾐWが ヲヰヰΓき “;┝H┞ Wデ ;ﾉくが ヲヰヱΑき “デﾗIﾆが ヲヰヰΑぶく MﾗヴWﾗ┗Wヴが a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ;WゲデｴWデｷI 
preferences and the maintenance of an attractive farming landscape has also been found to 
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ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ SWIｷゲions to adopt environmentally beneficial practices (Erickson, Ryan, & De 
Young, 2002), however not always positively (Burton, 2012).  
 
4.2.6 Summary 
 To summarise, we find that farmers are concurrently influenced by numerous internal 
interests and motivations when evaluating whether or not to undertake pro-environmental 
activities. We suggest that farmers each hold a combination of orientations, weighted 
differently, which forms a frame through which options are assessed and decisions derived.  As 
an illustration of this, in Figure 2 we provide a simplified, hypothetical scenario of how each 
a;ヴﾏWヴげゲ SWIｷゲｷﾗﾐ-making is influenced by these orientations, and their internally assigned 
value, to illustrate how this might operate in practice. In this simple example we provide two 
scenarios, the first in which a hypothetical farmer is evaluating whether to plant a hedgerow on 
their farm based on their internal weighting of different orientations. Next, in the second 

























This study contributes to better understanding the disconnect that has been observed 
between environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behaviour by considering the 
ｷﾐaﾉ┌WﾐIW ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ﾐﾗﾐ-environmental interests (Nebel et al., 2017; Thompson et al., 2015). A 
novel feature of our work is that instead of identifying linear connections between internal 
environmental interests and pro-environmental outcomes, we identify five internal orientations 
that were important in shaping pro-environmental behaviours across two case study sites, 
namely England and Ontario. These internal orientations, many of which have no clear 
environmental basis, still serve to encourage, or deter, pro-environmental activities. Indeed, we 
found that participating farmers held a range of nested orientations that influenced their 
adoption of pro-environmental decisions on a case-by-case basis, depending on their own 
internal weighting of alternatives.  
In practice, this means that farmers who self-identify as caring about the environment 
may not be undertaking some pro-environmental activities due to the presence of more highly 
weighted orientations (e.g. lifestyle, production) steering decision-making towards alternative 
objectives. In contrast, farmers who care less about the environment may become accidental 
environmentalists by undertaking pro-environmental activities for non-environmental reasons, 
such as shooting, personal well-being, aesthetics or abandoning unproductive land. All of this 
makes policy intervention quite complicated as numerous, ever-fluctuating, internal and 
external factors sever the direct link between attitudes and outcomes, resulting in 
unpredictability in on-farm decisions. Nevertheless, policy interventions targeting various 
ﾗヴｷWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐゲ I;ﾐ ｴWﾉヮ デﾗ ゲｴｷaデ デｴWｷヴ ┘Wｷｪｴデｷﾐｪ ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉ ┗;ﾉ┌;デｷﾗﾐゲく  
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While every participant in our study clearly valued the environment to some extent, it 
was also clear that priorities differed amongst participants. In Ontario it was very difficult, 
though not impossible as some participants demonstrated, for a farmer to place environmental 
stewardship above agricultural production and still be a viable farm, a mind-set that has been 
succinctly デWヴﾏWS さit is hard to be green when you are in the redざ (Richards, Lawrence, & Kelly, 
2005). In contrast, in England latitude in decision-making is provided by direct payments and 
the stewardship schemes, and so sacrifices for the environment can be made without 
necessarily jeopardising the financial sustainability of the farm. In Ontario, losses from 
environmental decisions appear to be balanced by alternative income sources, often with off-
farm income.  
With this in mind, it is difficult to see how England can maintain the same level of 
environmental goods and services with a more market-oriented approach to farmer support 
mechanisms. While some farmers will maintain pro-environmental activities for non-pecuniary 
reasons, it seems likely that many will abandon practices without financial incentives or due to 
external pressure from markets, the agri-food sector, or even peers. This represents a difficult 
trade-off that will need to be considered as England develops a new set of agri-environmental 
policies following its transition out of the EU.  
For Ontario, while many farmers will continue to pursue environmentally beneficial 
activities regardless of external factors, it seems likely that other farmers will continue to 
struggle to prioritise pro-environmental activities without increased financial compensation 
and/or convincing evidence of short-term production gains from co-beneficial on-farm 
activities. A clear opportunity seems to be the adoption of some form of cross-compliance as 
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part of a, presumably expanded, farmer support framework. The current review of the Growing 
Forward 2 agricultural policy framework may provide an opportunity to revise farmer support 
mechanisms in order to attain greater environmental outcomes. 
One further novel feature of this work is the identification of what farmers themselves 
interpret to be pro-environmental actions. Our results highlight how farmers, conservationists, 
and academics may not always hold a common understanding of what constitutes pro-
environmental activity. We found that farmers may rationalise (rightly or wrongly) activities 
that may initially appear as non-, or even anti-environmental, for environmental reasons. 
It was also interesting to observe what stakeholder organisations felt were the main 
driving forces behind the farmers themselves when it comes to environmental behaviours. We 
found in both cases, stakeholder organisation representatives seemed to accurately reflect the 
influential factors raised by farmers, however interpreted the weighting or importance of those 
factors differently. In some cases this seemed to reflect a genuine difference in the 
ｷﾐデWヴヮヴWデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa a;ヴﾏWヴゲげ ヮヴｷﾏ;ヴ┞ ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲが ┘ｴWヴW;ゲ ｷﾐ ﾗデｴWヴ I;ゲWゲ ┘W ゲ┌ｪｪWゲデ ゲデ;ﾆWｴﾗﾉSWヴ 
organisation representatives may have been presenting views of farmer motivations favourable 
to their own ends. 
Reflecting on methodology, we found that it was sometimes difficult to isolate primary 
orientations among multiple layers of orientations and that it is often challenging to distinguish 
reasons for decisions ex post facto. For instance, a farmer may appreciate seeing wildlife on 
their farm, but was that a motivation or a secondary result of pro-environmental decisions? 
This was particularly true in the English case where financial benefits were often interwoven 
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with pro-Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ;Iデｷ┗ｷデｷWゲが ;ﾐS ﾏ;┞ ｴ;┗W W┗Wﾐ けIヴﾗ┘SWS ﾗ┌デげ ;ﾉデヴ┌ｷゲデｷI ﾏﾗデｷ┗;デｷﾗﾐゲ 
(Darragh & Emery, 2017; Rode, Gómez-Baggethun, & Krause, 2015). Therefore, we found that 
the lack of inherent financial reward in exchange for pro-environmental activities made Ontario 
; けヮ┌ヴWヴげ I;ゲW ;ﾐS ; ｪﾗﾗS Iﾗﾏヮ;ヴ;デﾗヴ aﾗヴ デｴW Eﾐｪﾉｷゲｴ IﾗﾐデW┝デく 
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